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Senator Bryant Richardson   Bryant.Richardson@state.de.us 

Representative Ronald Gray   Ronald.Gray@state.de.us  

Representative Michael Mulrooney  Michael.Mulrooney@state.de.us   

Jeffrey Bross     Jeff@duffnet.com 

Roy Miller      policy@inlandbays.org 
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Joseph Corrado    JCORRADO@CORRADO.COM 

Gina Jennings     gjennings@sussexcountyde.gov 

Paul Morrill     pmorrill@committeeof100.com 

Gerald Kauffman    jerryk@udel.edu   

Gerard Esposito    jesposito@tuiwater.com 

George Haggerty    GOHaggerty@nccde.org  

Robert Baldwin    robert.baldwin@dacdnet.org 

Thomas Unruh    townsendunruh@aol.com 

Bruce Jones     bjones@pennoni.com 

Jen Adkins     jadkins@delawareestuary.org 

Patty Cannon     Patricia.Cannon@state.de.us 
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Secretary Jennifer Cohan   Jennifer.Cohan@state.de.us 

Secretary David Small   David.Small@state.de.us 

Thom May     Thom.May@state.de.us 

Andrew Jakubowitch    Andrew.jakubowitch@co.kent.de.us  

Sam Lathem     lathem.de.aflcio@comcast.net 

William Lucks     wlucks@wlucks.com 

Dian Taylor     dtaylor@artesianwater.com 

Michael Riemann    mriemann@beckermorgan.com 

Holly Porter     Holly.Porter@state.de.us 
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Staff: 

Michelle Zdeb     Michelle.Zdeb@state.de.us   

Caitlyn Gordon    Caitlyn.Gordon@state.de.us 

 

Attendees:     Organization: 

Jay Meyer     Protecting Our Indian Rivers 

Chris Bason     DECIB 

Daniel Fay  

Doug Hokuf     NCC 

Terry Deputy     DNREC 

Marjorie Crofts    DNREC  

Ed Hallock     DPH/ODW 

David Spacht     AWC 

Kelly Glenn     NAWC 

Michael Bard     Delaware Nature Society 

Martha Narvaez    UD WRA 

Lisa Pertzoff      LWVDE 
 

The Task Force meeting was brought to order at 10:12 a.m. 

Overview of Materials 

Senator Bryan Townsend, Co-Chair, welcomed Task Force members to the meeting and thanked 

everyone for coming. The Senator began a discussion of the “Overview of Materials” and also 

asked members what they would like to talk about first, the Draft Legislation or the Draft 

Findings and Recommendations. 

Lew Killmer, Delaware League of Local Governments, referenced the Draft Legislation as the 

document that he would like to discuss first:  

1. On Page 3 line 7 there is a definition for “combined sewer system.” Mr. Killmer 

noted that he does not think defining this term is necessary when there is only one 

reference to it throughout the entire document.  

2. On Page 3 line 15 there is a definition for “employee.” Mr. Killmer does not think 

that this is necessary.  

Senator Townsend replied to Mr. Killmer’s concerns regarding defining the “combined sewer 

system.” He understands Mr. Killmer’s reasoning for wanting to take out that definition. 

However, there are several times he has seen, on the Senate floor, where the lack of defining a 

phrase was the basis of senators opposing legislation.   

Paul Morrill, Committee of 100, responded to Mr. Killmer’s concerns with defining “employee” 

in the legislation. He told Mr. Killmer that defining “employee” was a decision made by the 

attorneys.  

Senator Townsend asked Mr. Morrill to give a brief overview of the updated legislation.  
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Mr. Morrill provided a summary of the changes that they made to the legislation: 

1. They added back in the Financial Bond Council.  

2. They added back in the Land and Conservation Trust Fund as a part of the funds that 

could be dedicated to the Clean Water Fee.  

3. They removed the details about the wastewater and septic fee because after the last Task 

Force meeting there was discussion on whether or not this would be technically feasible 

for the counties. Instead, they added the word “household,” which referenced the 

discussions with the Finance Department about the possibility of imposing a surcharge 

on income taxes or business licenses, but those conversations were not complete.  

Terry Deputy, on behalf of Secretary Small and DNREC, added a few comments on behalf of 

Secretary Small. He has big concerns for DNREC becoming the collection vehicle for these 

collections. He feels that the collections should be made at the county level with assistance from 

the Department of Finance or the Department of Labor. DNREC is not in the business of doing 

this type of work, and they strongly recommend that the collections should be made at the county 

level. 

Mr. Morrill noted that they ran out of time to pin down the collection details. Some people at the 

table would like to see it stay as a wastewater fee, but after having meetings with DNREC 

representatives and the counties, they were not convinced that a wastewater fee was technically 

feasible.  

Mr. Deputy referenced this discussion from a year ago, when there were conversations about 

making the collections at the county level. He noted that the idea of collecting at the county level 

was taken well. However, there was an issue with the different categories of businesses, which 

would need to be added in. Although there are databases that are proprietary, those databases can 

be sanitized for the purpose of collections.  

Senator Townsend stated that there are technical issues involved with collections, and there is 

also a desire to be the point entity for collections. However, the Task Force needs to consider 

how much time should be spent discussing collections.  

Mr. Bross noted that New Castle County is very reluctant to become the billing mechanism for 

this collection. There has also been input from the business community, and there is a perception 

as to who bills this.  

George Haggerty, NCC County Executive, stated that the people who get the money should be 

the ones in charge of collecting it.   

Gerard Kauffman, University of Delaware’s Water Resource Agency, stated that he favors the 

water bill as the most optimal billing mechanism. 
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Mr. Esposito stated that they could be the ones to bill, but the municipalities will also have to do 

it, which could be a problem. The cost of adding something to an existing bill is incremental, not 

significant. If the State were to create a billing mechanism from scratch, it would be a significant 

investment; the cost would be $3.00 per bill.  

David Spacht, on behalf of Dian Taylor and Artesian Water, noted that there is a fundamental 

underlying problem: the comingling of funds between the Clean Water Act and the Safe 

Drinking Water Act. Companies like Tidewater and Artesian Water Company, have low-cost 

financing through the tax-free bonding mechanisms available to them through the Safe Water 

Drinking Act. However, on the Clean Water Act side, the same companies do not have access to 

those funds. He continued by saying that the proposed legislation would comingle funds by 

taking funds away from the Safe Drinking Water Act and the Clean Water Act and also taking 

these funds away from a private entities’ ability to use it.  

Mr. Spacht also noted that the Clean Water Act and the Safe Water Act have two different roles 

for which their funds should be used, and now the legislation is comingling them. The proposed 

legislation is also taking these funds away from private entities who serve a large percentage of 

Delaware that municipalities do not serve.  

Joseph Corrado, Delaware Contractors Association, stated that the Safe Drinking Fund was about 

to lose $40 million from the federal government because it was not getting enough use. The only 

way that the State was able to save these funds was by moving that $40 million to the Clean 

Water Fund. Since they moved these funds, they were able to fund Wilmington’s energy plant 

through a loan.   

Mr. Deputy stated that federal law allows the transfer of funds between the Clean Water Program 

and the Drinking Water Program, as a state’s governor determines the need for it.  

Mr. Spacht referenced page 10, paragraph A of the proposed Draft Legislation, “No tax exempt 

financing considerations will need to be discussed with bond counsel.” He continued by saying 

that this same comment follows through on page 13 under the “pledge of revenues” section 1 

“NOTE: tax exempt financing considerations to be discussed,” as it relates to private companies. 

Mr. Spacht noted that there is clearly a discrepancy in regards to public entities gaining and 

accessing those funds.   

Mr. Deputy commented that a private utility would have access to a taxable issuance. If the 

legislation were to leverage the proposed fee as tax exempt, then the private utility would not 

have access to it. Mr. Deputy stated that the flip side of that is the Clean Water Program allows 

borrowing from private utilities, so the State can lend that money through WIAC (Water 

Infrastructure Advisory Council), in addition to providing subsidies and principal forgiveness.  

Mr. Bross stated that above all the concerns and political ramifications, they need to have a 

central entity manage the billing.  
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Mr. Esposito stated that there are about 225 water systems that deliver water, and only 31 of 

them are municipalities. He explained that one billing entity is better than 50 because all they 

need is one municipality to debate and oppose this legislation in Legislative Hall and it’s done.  

Mr. Spacht stated that he wants to carve out the Safe Drinking Water Act. He confirmed that 

although this takes away the leveraging, there otherwise is a fundamental problem with it.  

Mr. Esposito asked Mr. Deputy to clarify what he was saying in reference to Mr. Spacht’s 

remarks. 

Mr. Deputy noted that the proposed fee could either be taxable or tax exempt. To the extent that 

it is tax exempt, it is very difficult to provide those funds to a for-profit company, so from this 

standpoint Mr. Spacht is correct. But that is a whole separate and different issue from the 

existing Clean Water Fund that already exists in the State.  That fund has not been leveraged, and 

they don’t anticipate that it will be leveraged because the State has a sufficient amount of cash 

flow. These funds are now available to invest in private utilities, for borrowing purposes. The 

only restriction is the State has imposed growth-related conditions on where those funds are 

utilized. However, in either case, if and when those funds are leveraged, they will be separate 

issuances and not comingled, and the core issue will be whether or not they are tax-exempt or 

taxable. This is why the State wants to release these as non-taxable so that it can cover the 

funding for as much infrastructure as possible. 

 

Mr. Morrill wanted to remind members that the leveraging of funds in the proposed Draft 

Legislation is only one aspect of this. There are other federal funds that come with legal 

restrictions. That’s part of the power of combining them all, to leverage more funding. However, 

they need to keep track of them. Each type of federal funding that the State receives will need to 

be used for that specific purpose only, not another purpose.  

Mr. Spacht stated that most of Artisan’s facilities fall out of Level III and into Level IV funding 

zone, and they are not allowed to receive Level III funding if they fall into Level IV. He 

continued by saying that there are “painted lines” around municipalities, but most funding levels 

fall into municipalities. However, this does not help Artesian.  

Mr. Deputy responded by saying that there are many ways to address this. For instance, they do 

not have to pledge the entire amount of the proceeds from the proposed water fee. He continued 

by saying that they could pledge 75% or 50% and issue that as tax-exempt and have the other 

portion available to invest in the utilities.  

Mr. Kauffman stated that maybe this is something that should be explored further. Other states 

that are less progressive than Delaware are already doing this. Storm water, which is the function 

of the Clean Water Act, becomes drinking water. That is why the Safe Drinking Water Act is 

comingled with the Clean Water Act, because it should be.  



P a g e  | 6 

Minutes prepared by Caitlyn Gordon, Legislative Aide 
Minutes reviewed by Michelle Zdeb, Legislative Assistant & Task Force Staffer 
 

Jen Adkins, Partnership for the Delaware Estuary, noted that the Task Force is slowly working 

their way back to the beginning. She noted that everything that the Task Force keeps going over 

was already discussed. Although there is not a perfect collections mechanism, these same 

conversations are how the Task Force decided that the county collections were the best-case 

scenario. 

Senator Townsend responded by saying that if collections are the biggest issue then the Task 

Force should keep deliberating it. 

Ms. Adkins stated that there are parts in the document that need work.  She asked if this is 

something that the Task Force will discuss, or something that another group is going to work on. 

Mr. Morrill noted that he was not optimistic that the Task Force was going to come to the final 

answer on the collection point. But, in reference to unfinished parts of the Draft Legislation, 

some of them came in from Bond Council when they reviewed earlier drafts. 

Mr. Esposito asked why, if there was a one-database system with either finance records from the 

State or property records from the county that are assembled and protected, can’t WIAC do the 

billing with the assembly of databases coming from other places? 

Senator Townsend responded by clarifying that Mr. Esposito’s idea is not completely off the 

table, and he understands why people do not want ownership of collections. Therefore, if having 

WIAC collect the fee involves the same costs as having DNREC collect, then that collection 

mechanism is fine.   

Roy Miller, Delaware Center for the Inland Bays, stated that there are three potential options that 

the Task Force should discuss. First, does the State pay for this through the water bill and call on 

DNREC to collect fees through private wells? Or, does the Task Force decide to have the 

counties collect it through their existing tax structure? The third option is to have WIAC make 

the collections through a private contracting agency. He stated that before the Task Force ends, 

they should adopt one of these choices to give guidance to the General Assembly.  

Senator Townsend noted that the Draft Findings, number 14, gets at that issue, explaining that 

there is no perfect option. In the Draft Recommendations, number 6 is designed to insert the 

Task Force’s top recommendation for collections. (Please see the next page where the Draft 

Findings and Draft Recommendations are inserted in which Senator Townsend is referencing.) 
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TASK FORCE FINDINGS 

 

1. Clean water is essential to the health and vibrancy of Delaware’s population, 

economy, and   environment. 

 

2. As of 2016, Delaware faces significant challenges with regards to statewide water quality.   

More than percent of 

Delaware’s waterways are impaired. This impairment is due largely to nutrient pollution but 

also due to toxic pollutants. Although point-source pollution should be minimized and laws 

enforced as much as possible, nonpoint source pollution poses a clear, present, and driving 

threat to water quality in Delaware. 

 

3. Legacy issues are a significant source of impairment in Delaware’s waterways, though 

ongoing activities and nonpoint source pollution continue to pose challenges. In total, barriers 

to clean water threaten segments of Delaware’s economy that comprise $ in annual 

economic activity and $ in annual revenues to the State. 

 

4. Delaware has the scientific knowledge and engineering know-how to resolve its water quality 

challenges. It   currently lacks sufficient funding to do so. Yet in a survey, more than   

percent of Delawareans indicated they would be willing to pay an annual fee of $ for 

clean water. 

 

5. Over time, total funding for water quality has not kept pace with funding needs and with 

increasingly rigorous standards for what is considered to be clean, unimpaired water. Federal 

funding has not increased over time and state-level funding has been inconsistent, even in the 

face of regulatory drivers  hat ultimately have consumed so much of any available funding. 

Inconsistent state-level funding includes the recent underfunding of Delaware’s Twenty-First 

Century Fund to address stormwater and flood control. In total, this has resulted in insufficient 

funding to meet Delaware’s water quality challenges. There currently is a shortage of $   

annually in the amount of funding directed to   water quality programs in Delaware. 

 

6. Through its Water Infrastructure Advisory Council (WIAC), over time Delaware has 

addressed many important water quality projects. The funding for these projects has come in 

the form of both loans and grants, and the awarding of funds has involved a transparent, data-

driven review process. The size of the revolving funds via which WIAC supports water quality 

projects is $  , with annual funding ranging  from 

$ to $ in recent years. 

 

7. At times, local governments have been unwilling (e.g., refusing to go to referendum) or unable 

(e.g., failing to pass a referendum) to secure partial funding from their own local    tax bases to 

provide critical partial matching of the Council’s resources.  This has resulted in pressures and 

requests for grant money, rather than in local governments entering into long-term loan 

arrangements. 
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8. The current model and amount of resources are not meeting Delaware’s water quality 

needs.   More funding is needed, and a sustained, predictable source of funding that can be 

leveraged is a model that could have a tremendously positive impact on water quality in 

Delaware, particularly if the   model also accounted for public-private partnerships that 

might form around clean water initiatives. 

 

9. In addition to the direct, long-term economic benefits of   clean water in Delaware, 

projects to enhance water quality will have a stimulating effect on the Delaware economy 

through the employment of community members involved in the design, construction, and 

monitoring of water quality projects. 

 

10. The composition of WIAC, as well as the length of its members’ terms, can be 

updated to include Delaware’s agricultural community and to encourage more frequent 

appointments or reappointments to WIAC. 

 

11. There is a consistent lack of public awareness and understanding of water quality 

issues and the drivers of Delaware’s impaired waterways. A sustained campaign 

promoting public education on these issues would be of  broad public benefit, including 

efforts that distinguish  between the water pollution that is occurring upstream from 

Delaware and the water pollution that is occurring right here within our own  borders. 

 

12. Many members of Delaware’s agricultural community have adopted Best 

Management Practices on their farms to help minimize water pollution. A large majority 

of these BMP efforts are known to Delaware agricultural leaders and environmental 

regulators. 

 

13. Statewide, Delaware has made significant progress in adopting better pollution 

controls in recent years. The impairment of Delaware’s waterways did not occur quickly, 

however, and even with recent adoption of better practices it will take time to return our 

waterways to a healthy   state. 

 

14. There is no perfect collection process for any statewide fee that might be 

implemented to raise resources for clean water and flood abatement projects. Any system 

would inevitably involve administrative costs, and tying collections to existing forms of 

billing or collections for other water- related activities would risk confusing the reasons 

for the additional fees as well as the parties responsible for levying and directing the fees. 
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                         TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

1. The Delaware General Assembly should significantly increase the annual investments in 

upgrading and maintaining Delaware’s water infrastructure, promoting water quality, 

alleviating flooding and providing flood control, and preventing or responding to 

stormwater damage. 

 

2. Annual investments in water infrastructure should be funded via a statewide per-household 

and per-business fee (“Clean Water Fee”) that enables sustained, reliable funding and the 

leveraging of these resources to obtain additional funding   from federal and private 

sources. Per-business fees should be set at different tiers to adjust for the size of the 

businesses. 

 

3. The Clean Water Fee should be collected in an administratively practical way, to the 

most effective and efficient extent possible. The revenues from the Fee should  be pooled 

in a fund whose use – absent a supermajority vote of the General Assembly – is focused 

exclusively on water quality projects and on the scientific monitoring and measurement 

necessary to gauge accurately the impacts of  the projects and the overall quality of water 

in   Delaware. 

 

4. Increased annual investments in water infrastructure should   be made in the form of loans 

and grants, with loan and grant decisions made in a manner similar to the established 

policies and practices of Delaware’s Water Infrastructure Advisory Council. This includes 

oversight by a diverse group of informed individuals (the Water Infrastructure Council, or 

“WIC”), in accordance with a transparent, data-driven application process. The WIC 

should include a mix of public sector and private sector appointees who represent a variety   

of perspectives that come to bear on the measurement,    design, construction, 

implementation, and maintenance of systems relating to water quality and flood   control. 

Delaware’s agricultural community and conservation districts should be represented within 

this diverse group, especially in light of the opportunities to enhance water quality in   

Delaware via coordination with these   groups. 

5. The WIC’s investment decisions should be made on the basis of the merits underlying 

each application for funding, and generally in accordance with an updated long-term clean 

water plan for Delaware.   Appropriate consideration should be given not only to projected 

efficiencies (such as consideration of a project’s proposed cost per pound of reduced 

nutrient runoff) and utilization of green infrastructure techniques, but also to 

environmental justice. Here, environmental justice refers to the ideal that people of more 

limited economic means should not consequently have   to live in environmental 

conditions hazardous to their health. This ideal can be realized by consideration 

specifically being given to grant applications or grant expenditures that would alleviate 

water quality challenges or flood control challenges for communities of limited economic   

means. 
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6. Collection of the Clean Water Fee should be facilitated via [INSERT DESCRIPTION 

HERE].  This Task Force considered several alternatives to this proposal, including 

[INSERT BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES]. Ultimately the Task Force 

deemed this proposal to be the one most likely to lead to a successful collection of the 

Clean Water Fee, including administrative practicality and   clarity. 

 

7. As public education is a critical element of building and sustaining public awareness of 

water quality and flood issues, as well as the public’s faith in the merits of the Clean Water 

Fee and the WIC, a sustained public education and outreach campaign should  be  

developed  and  appropriately  funded. This development and funding should be in addition 

to the scientific measurement of water quality and flooding in Delaware, as well as the 

construction, operation, and maintenance of physical projects that will address water 

quality and flooding in Delaware. 

 

Mr. Haggerty stated that the fourth option for collections is to have the State of Delaware 

combine their existing statewide tax that they send out every year with this collection.   

Senator Townsend asked if Mr. Haggerty’s proposal is any different from having WIAC collect 

the water fee. 

Mr. Morrill stated that the difference with Mr. Haggerty’s proposed collection mechanism is that 

the State could use an existing tax or permit system and add this onto it. 

Mr. Esposito noted that there is a difference from Mr. Haggerty’s option. Having private 

contractors collect the fee would be cheaper if the State were to use an existing billing system 

rather than creating a brand new billing system.  

Ms. Cannon suggested that the public accommodation tax, which shares the burden of cleaning 

up the waste from tourists, should still be a consideration. Another potential revenue source is 

the gas tax. Ms. Cannon noted that it is unfair to suggest that every municipality would be 

against collecting this fee.  

Senator Townsend noted that there are tremendous benefits to Delaware, and municipalities, for 

solving these problems. The Task Force should remember to keep our eye on that ball, too. The 

Senator continued by saying that in terms of taxes, there are so many other things to look at but 

he was not sure if the Task Force will get there.  

Senator Richardson stated that the establishment of the Clean Water Fee is about who will pay 

how much. He asked what the mechanism is for increasing that fee. 

Senator Townsend responded that the only way the fee could be increased is by legislation. 

Additionally, over time the goal is that the State would not need this fee because the water 

quality issues would be addressed and the fee could be reduced.  
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Senator Richardson referenced the gas tax and stated that there was a letter in The News Journal 

where one person said that he would pay a dollar per gallon extra tax because the price of gas 

went down. Senator Richardson joked that maybe the Task Force could make the gas tax a 

voluntary thing. *Chuckles* 

Mr. Killmer stated that a public accommodation tax is not a level playing field. An increase in 

this tax would hurt the people who rent vacation homes. Additionally, there had been talk about 

using this money for beach replenishment because this is something that DNREC does not have 

money for.  

Ms. Adkins commented that if the Task Force was to look at something else like a State revenue 

tax, it would make sense to pair it with something like an accommodation tax.  

Senator Townsend asked what impact there would be to bonding and financial management if a 

percentage of the public accommodation tax funded the Clean Water Fund. 

Mr. Deputy replied that in terms of funding and financial management, bondholders want to have 

the assurance and consistency to support the bond issuance. Typically, the first year of any 

operation like this would be an experimental year.  After that first year, it would need to be 

determined what assurance of true gross tax revenues the collector would get back, minus 

collection problems that they might have and administrative costs that they take off of the top.  

Senator Townsend noted that all of the issues that the Task Force is discussing are largely 

technical and can only be addressed in the legislation.  

He also noted that Holly Porter, Delaware Department of Agriculture (DDA), sent comments in 

that the Task Force staff circulated. He continued by reviewing the comments that she sent, 

including that “DDA strongly opposes a county collar for the fee.” Ms. Porter also sent in a 

question about billing. She also asked if the Secretary of Agriculture and the Secretary of Health 

of Social Services could be added to the trust. Senator Townsend asked if any Task Force 

members had strong feelings towards her comments and suggestions. 

Mr. Killmer asked to clarify if the collaring issue benefits counties with a large population more 

than counties that don’t have a large population. 

Mr. Corrado noted that he agrees there should not be a collar. The history of WIAC and how it 

has funded projects is colorblind as to where the money came from. It works strictly off of need. 

Senator Townsend asked who feels strongly about the collar.  

Mr. Haggerty noted that NCC does. He stated that if the State is requiring NCC to collect funds, 

the money should stay there. He continued saying that there must be a way to evaluate programs 

that have a Statewide benefit to them, and in this circumstance use funds from all three counties 

and undo the collar.  
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Ms. Adkins stated that if the county was involved with collecting the fee, she would understand. 

Mr. Haggerty commented that if the funds are collected at the State level, then he would not 

mind if the collar went away. 

Thomas Unruh, Delaware Farm Bureau, noted that the State should not worry about county lines, 

as if the separate counties mean they are different people.  

Senator Townsend stated that it seems that the Task Force unanimously agrees on taking the 

collar away. 

Mr. Corrado referenced WIAC’s history, and continued by saying that it is clear the WIAC has 

always been apolitical. The reason why it has always been apolitical is because most of the 

people on the Council were citizens, not politicians. The members who made up the council may 

have belonged to different entities, but they were not political. He added that if the Task Force 

decides to put a political representative on WIAC, the Council could turn political and that would 

be a shame. 

Senator Townsend stated that Bruce Jones, American Council of Engineering Companies of DE, 

has submitted edits for the legislation. He continued by saying that Task Force staff will get 

those changes to legislative drafters if nobody has changes to the edits.  

Mr. Killmer referenced page 7 of the legislation. Next, Mr. Killmer referenced a former draft of 

the legislation, where there was a section about dedicating a minimum of $2 million towards 

storm water management and damage prevention. He asked if that was still supposed to be a part 

of this draft of the legislation. Mr. Killmer noted that it is not in the document anymore because 

it was a part of the WIC (Water Infrastructure Council) section, which is now deleted. 

Mr. Morrill responded that it is supposed to be in the legislation so they will put it back in. 

Mr. Miller suggested that a definition of “infrastructure” would be helpful because the term is 

too broad. Additionally, Mr. Miller noted that the legislation should be clearer as to what the 

“trust” is. The word “trust” is used repeatedly in the Draft Legislation, and defined as the “Clean 

Water Trust Fund.” Mr. Miller said since “trust” is used interchangeably with council, the Task 

Force should clear that up.  

Senator Townsend stated that the members need to talk briefly about the next steps for the Task 

Force. He said that there are legislative changes to be made that were talked about during this 

Task Force meeting, and some definitions need to be changed. However, the collections 

mechanism is still being discussed. Senator Townsend asked Mr. Morrill if the Final Legislative 

Draft would be circulated at the next meeting. 

Mr. Morrill replied that he could incorporate what was discussed during this Task Force meeting 

but the collections issue will not be solved. 
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Mr. Spacht asked for clarity around the Bond Council, whether it is in legislation or some sort of 

narrative. 

Senator Townsend replied that Mr. Spacht’s concerns should be put front and center as well 

along with the collection issue.  

Mr. Deputy noted that admin use was a concern from Secretary Small, including funding staff 

through tax revenues. 

Senator Townsend replied that the Task Force didn’t come to a firm decision about that but he 

noted that there is not a lot of controversy around that because that’s the cost of using DNREC 

staff. Next, he asked for quick suggestions on the collections model. At the final meeting, he 

would like to take a vote from the Task Force to see what collection model the majority of 

members prefer.  

Senator Townsend outlined all of the collections mechanisms that the Task Force has left to 

consider: WIAC itself, DNREC, Finance, or the water bill. At the next meeting the Task Force 

will dive into the collections mechanism further.  

Senator Richardson referenced the fee to farmers that “each farm should be accountable for one 

clean water fee.” He noted that because this doesn’t say residential, it could be mistaken as one 

business clean water fee. 

Senator Townsend replied that they need to make sure everything is defined. 

Mr. Morrill stated that he just wants to get to a consensus; the Task Force has talked about farms 

as both a residential fee and a business fee, so he wants to get clarity on this.  

Senator Townsend responded that the real concern is making sure farmers do not get charged 

with a fee more than once. Therefore, at the next meeting he asked that this section be clearly 

defined in the draft legislation. 

Public Comment  

Chris Bason, Center for Inland Bays and member of the public, asked the Task Force to mandate 

explicitly in the legislation that funding priority should be given to grants that would fund the 

most cost effective projects within a class of pollution control actions. He also stated that if the 

Task Force agrees, he would be happy to draft up a statement with Mr. Miller.  

 

Mr. Jones followed Mr. Bason’s comments by noting that there is a process in place for 

prioritizing projects.   

Mr. Bross stated that he is afraid to put an overarching policy in place, because there then could 

be an issue if Seaford, Wilmington, or Newark comes to WIAC saying that they have an MS4 

violation so they need a specific amount of spending money on a project to solve their problem.  
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If their funding request ranks and meets all of the criteria, he does not want to have a battle 

trying to get funding for them because there is a policy in place that says he can’t. Mr. Bross 

closed his comments by saying that they need to just trust the process that the money will be 

going to the most effective projects. However, WIAC also needs to prioritize where they spend 

their money because there are projects that need to be paid for to address violations. 

Ms. Goggin stated that the Task Force can include a one-liner in the findings that says “the 

money that is collected will be used in a cost effective and environmentally sustainable way.” 

She stated that this would solve the problem of having regulatory requirements that are causing 

concerns with putting it in the legislation. 

Senator Townsend moved the discussion to the next member of the public signed up to speak, 

Daniel Fay. 

Mr. Fay stated that a corporation near his house has untreated wastewater going into the Beaver 

Dam Creek, which is 100 feet behind his house. He stated that he has been trying to reach out to 

a number of people about his concerns. 

Representative Gray replied that he will help connect Mr. Fay to his Representative.  

Jay Meyer, member of the public, read a letter that he wrote to the Task Force. 

This letter is inserted on the next page along with other documents Mr. Meyer provided to the 

Task Force members. See pages 15-28.  

Senator Townsend asked members if there are any more comments from Task Force members. 

As there were none, the Task Force meeting was brought to a close at 12:01 p.m. 
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